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Introduction
The regionwide economic downturn of 1998-2002 increased antagonism in Latin America toward the "Washington consensus" and its main proponents. Perceived results of economic reforms in the 1990s, which were supported strongly by international organizations, especially the IMF, were disappointing. As a result, the image of these institutions suffered and they became more unpopular. Given this context at a time of transformation for the Bank, it is instructive and important to understand what people in our region think of the IDB. This paper addresses that question by using results from the Latinobarometro survey.
This public poll offers an invaluable source of information about Latin Americans' opinions of politics, institutions and economics, perceptions about individual well-being, and public attitudes toward free markets and democracy. It has been held annually since 1995 in as many as 18 Latin American countries. 1 The analysis of this paper is based on a question included in the 2001 survey, in which interviewees were presented with a list of institutions and asked to identify those with which they were familiar and to grade each on a 1-to-10 scale (with 1 being "very bad" and 10 being "very good"). The list included the IDB, the World Bank and the IMF, among others.
2 Unfortunately these organizations were included only in that year's survey, so it is not possible to study changes in people's opinion over time. Similar questions were asked in other years (1996, 1998, 2000 and 2003) but the list of institutions included neither the IDB nor the World Bank. 3 This study examines how people's knowledge and evaluation of these multilateral organizations are affected by the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents, the country or region where they live, the financial position of the IDB in that country, the macroeconomic conditions, and interviewees' political orientation and attitudes toward democracy and the free market. Thus, the emphasis is on understanding how individuals and countries differ in their knowledge and evaluation of the IDB, both in absolute terms and relative to the World Bank and IMF.
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The 2001 sample comprised 18,135 individuals who were at least 16 years old and covered 17 countries. 4 The survey was conducted in April and May. The timing is relevant for interpretation of the results since important subsequent events, such as the September 11 terrorist attacks, the war in Iraq, the global economic slowdown and Argentina's default, may have altered Latin Americans' perceptions of international organizations.
The results indicate both good and bad news for the IDB. Negatively, it is the leastknown of the three international organizations; but positively, it is the best rated among those familiar with them. Among countries in the sample, Uruguay had the largest fraction of people knowing the IDB, and Colombia the lowest. In terms of grading IDB, Nicaraguans gave the highest and Argentines the lowest marks.
Demographic variables and socioeconomic levels are important determinants of who knows the IDB, the IMF and the Word Bank. Older, more-educated, wealthier men are more likely to know the institutions.
Conversely, in terms of grading, the demographic characteristics of the respondent seem to have no significant impact, but economic status does (wealthier individuals tend to rate the IDB higher). Macroeconomic conditions matter (to some extent) for institutional grading. People from countries with higher growth gave higher grades. Nonetheless, the rates of unemployment and inflation did not have a significant impact. The political orientation of the respondent also correlated with the grade assigned. People from the right, those who believe privatizations were beneficial for their countries, and those with a good opinion of the United States gave the IDB higher scores. Finally, middle-class people and women tended to give a higher grade to the IDB than to the World Bank, while people who read and watch the news more often rated the World Bank better. Not surprisingly, countries with higher growth and lower inflation tended to give higher grades to the IMF (vis-à-vis the IDB).
The analysis in this paper proceeds as follows. First, the database is described and the methodology is outlined. Then econometric analyses are performed to answer three questions:
Who knows the IDB, who likes the IDB, and who rates the IDB higher than its comparators. An appendix is included, describing the variables used in the analysis. 6
Data and Methodology
The Latinobarómetro surveys are conducted by national polling firms in each country using 
Who Knows the IDB?
According to the Latinobarómetro data, the IDB is the least known of the three international 
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At the country level, Uruguay has the largest fraction of people familiar with the IDB (almost 57 percent), and Colombia has the lowest (around 17 percent). Knowledge is highly correlated across institutions (that is, those regions that know one institution are more likely to know the others as well).
Figure 3. Knowledge of the Institutions by Country
To understand what explains the differences of familiarity with the international organizations among Latin Americans, a regression analysis was followed. The dependent variable is defined as an indicator that equals 1 if the respondent knows the institution and 0 if he/she does not.
The results (Table 1) show that older people have a higher probability of knowing the IDB (at a decreasing rate, with each additional year of age increasing the likelihood of knowing the IDB, but with an impact greater for younger than for older individuals). Women and lesseducated people are less familiar with the institution. Women are 9 percent less likely than men to know the IDB. The impact is very similar for the World Bank and IMF. When compared with respondents who have no education, people with primary schooling are 6.3 percent more likely to know the IDB. Measured against the same baseline, the impact is 18 percent for high school graduates and 31 percent for college graduates.
There is no significant difference for indigenous people. In other words, they are equally likely to know the IDB (and the other institutions) as nonindigenous respondents, controlling for all other characteristics. However, as mentioned above, this group might not be well represented in the sample.
Wealthier individuals know the IDB better. People in the top quintile of wealth have a 17 percent higher probability of knowing the institution than those in the lowest quintile. This is a considerable difference since it is in addition to the effect from the higher educational levels of wealthier individuals. As expected, reading and watching the news more often has a significant impact (one standard deviation change in this index increases the probability of knowing the IDB by 7 percent).
People living in capital cities have better knowledge of the IDB, and there is no significant difference for those living in rural areas. 7 People classified by the pollster as having a regular socioeconomic level have lower chances of knowing the IDB than those with a good socioeconomic level, even after controlling for education, wealth and the other variables. In contrast, people with a low socioeconomic level are equally likely to know the IDB as the group with a good socioeconomic level.
After controlling for cross-regional demographic and socioeconomic differences, Region 3 has the highest knowledge of the IDB (3.5 percent more than Region 1 without Brazil). People living in Region 2 (excluding Mexico) have the lowest probability of knowing the institution.
This result is the same for the IMF and World Bank. A different regression specification (not shown) demonstrates that after controlling for demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, Uruguayans still are the most likely to know of the IDB and Chileans are the least likely. 
Who Likes the IDB?
Although it is the least known among the three international organizations, the IDB appears to be better liked in Latin America. On a 1-to -10 scale (where 1 is very bad and 10 is very good) the average grade given to the IDB by people who know the organization is 6 points, compared to 5.4 to the IMF and 5.8 to the World Bank (see Figure 4 ). The differences are small but statistically significant. This result holds even when comparing the average grade among those who know the three institutions. That is, the samples of people reporting to know each institution are not necessarily the same across the IMF, IDB and World Bank. First, as previously noted, the number of individuals who know the IDB is around 12 percent lower than those who know the World Bank and 9 percent lower than those who know the IMF. Second, despite considerable correlation across institutions, some individuals may know one institution and not the others, so the average grades may be calculated over quite different samples. Consequently, it is interesting to know how grades compare for those who report knowing the three institutions. For this specific subsample (4,546 individuals), the average grades are 5.9 for the IDB, 5.4 for the IMF, and 5.6 for the World Bank (the differences are still statistically significant). Among the regions, the highest grade for IDB was given by Region 2 (excluding Mexico) and the lowest was given by Region 1 (excluding Brazil), as shown in Figure 5 . Grades are correlated across organizations (that is, those regions that give a high grade to one institution tend to give higher grades to the others as well). In terms of countries, the highest grade was given by Nicaragua (7.6) and the lowest by Argentina (3.9). Average grades by country are presented in Figure 6 .
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Figure 6. Average Grade by Country
To understand how people grade the institutions, both in absolute and comparative terms, a regression analysis was followed. The dependent variable is the grade each individual gave the IDB. The sample includes only those individuals who reported knowing each institution. Table 2 presents separate regressions for each institution, including as regressors only demographic, socioeconomic and geographic variables. The results show that education and wealth are the only individual characteristics that have a significant impact on the grading of the IDB. Respondents with more education tend to give lower grades, on average. The only significant effect is found among high-school graduates, whose average grade is 2 points lower than those with no education. In terms of wealth, the only significant difference was between the highest and lowest quintile (the highest quintile's average grade is 2.9 points higher than the lowest quintile. The other demographic and socioeconomic variables do not seem to influence people's grading. The findings imply that the main source of grade variation derives from country and regional differences. Thus, even after controlling for demographic and socioeconomic differences, Region 2 and Region 1 still give the highest and lowest grade to the IDB, respectively. Similarly, Nicaragua is the country with the highest and Argentina is the country with the lowest grade.
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In Table 3 8 Countries' fixed effects are not shown. 9 Adjusted inflation is computed as 1 -(1/(1 + CPI inflation rate). This is done to moderate the impact of outliers, mainly driven by Ecuador that had a 96 percent inflation rate in 2000. 10 The significance of this coefficient disappears if the output gap is used as a measure of economic activity instead of GDP growth. The output gap is computed as the percentage difference of the GDP relative to its trend (calculated using a Hodrick-Prescott filter over the period 11 It is important to note that the survey was held in April and May of 2001, before the September 11 terrorist attacks and before the war in Iraq. This makes this period quite "neutral." Of those who responded to this question, 82 percent had a favorable or very favorable opinion of the U.S. The results are presented in Table 4 . Column 1 shows a regression including only demographic, socioeconomic and regional variables. Relative to the World Bank, the middle class (individuals with a regular socioeconomic level) rates the IDB better than do people with low socioeconomic status. Women also tend to give a higher grade to the IDB than to the World Bank. Better-informed people are less likely to give a higher grade to the IDB than to the World Bank. In terms of education, high-school and college graduates assign a higher relative rate to the World Bank than do people with no education. Among the regions, Regions 2 and 3 are more likely than Region 1 to give a lower grade to the IDB than to the World Bank.
In Column 2, the macroeconomic variables are added to the regression. Interestingly, the economic variables have a significant (and robust) impact on the relative grade of the IDB vis-à-vis the IMF. Countries with higher GDP growth and lower inflation are more likely to give a higher grade to the IMF. This effect disappears in the regressions comparing the IDB with the World Bank.
Finally, the regressions in Column 3 include political variables. Political orientation and attitudes toward the free market are not correlated with the relative grades among the institutions.
This means that political orientation matters when grading the international organizations in absolute terms, but not in comparisons among them. 
